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election returns to the Secretary of State’s
office. The deadline for the Secretary of
State’s certification is two weeks from the
receipt of the last county’s returns. In com-
pliance with this schedule, we anticipate to
certify the election on or before the first
week of July.

Sincerely,

JULIE A. ALLEN,
Director of Elections & Information
Technology.

———

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE
JASON T. SMITH, OF MISSOURI,
AS A MEMBER OF THE HOUSE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Missouri, the Honorable JAsoN T.
SMITH, be permitted to take the oath of
office today.

His certificate of election has not ar-
rived, but there is no contest and no
question has been raised with regard to
his election.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Will Representative-
elect SMITH and the members of the
Missouri delegation please present
themselves in the well of the House.

All Members will rise and Represent-
ative-elect SMITH will please raise his
right hand.

Mr. JASON T. SMITH appeared at the
bar of the House and took the oath of
office, as follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will sup-
port and defend the Constitution of the
United States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that you will bear true faith
and allegiance to the same; that you take
this obligation freely, without any mental
reservation or purpose of evasion; and that
you will well and faithfully discharge the du-
ties of the office on which you are about to
enter, so help you God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations, you
are now a Member of the 113th Con-
gress.

———

WELCOMING THE HONORABLE
JASON T. SMITH TO THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, as the co-
dean of Missouri’s U.S. House delega-
tion, I want to congratulate and extend
a warm welcome to my newest col-
league, Congressman JASON SMITH.

Mr. SMITH is an attorney, a fourth-
generation farmer from southeast Mis-
souri, and he has distinguished himself
as one of the youngest speaker pro
tems in the history of the Missouri
House. He follows in the footsteps of
my dear friend, former Congresswoman
Jo Ann Emerson, who represented Mis-
souri’s Eighth Congressional District
for 17 years, and I know Mr. SMITH will
continue her legacy of public service.

Now I am pleased to yield to my good
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GRAVES).
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Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to also welcome Mr. SMITH
to the U.S. House of Representatives.

Lacy said that he is a fourth-genera-
tion farmer, but he is actually a sev-
enth-generation Missourian, and he has
been living on the same farm that his
great-grandfather once lived on. He
graduated from my alma mater, the
University of Missouri, and he has been
involved in agriculture and practicing
law. As a farmer, I don’t think we can
ever have enough farmers in this body.

Mr. Speaker, Missouri is known as
the ‘“‘Show-Me”’ State, and last night,
JASON SMITH won a special election
with over 67 percent of the vote, and I
think that shows that he is truly the
Representative of the Eighth District
of the State of Missouri.

So it gives me a great deal of pleas-
ure to yield to the gentleman from the
Eighth District of Missouri, JASON
SMITH.

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Thank you
very much.

First, I would like to thank Con-
gressman CLAY and also Congressman
GRAVES for their kind remarks and also
the Missouri delegation. Thanks for
being here, and it’s great to have that
support right behind you.

Less than 18 hours ago, I was stand-
ing before friends and family in my
small town of Salem, Missouri, and had
just gotten elected. We hit the ground
running and wanted to make sure that
we didn’t waste any time to get up
here.

All T can say is that I truly look for-
ward to working with every Member of
this body. There are 435 of us. My goal
is to get to know each and every one of
you and help move the country forward
one step at a time. I know that we’re
not going to agree on everything, but
do you know what? We need to find
those places that we do agree on the
issues and then come together and
work for the better. I think that we
can do that, and I look forward to
working with the entire Chamber.

It is truly an honor and a pleasure to
represent the fine folks from southeast
and south central Missouri, following
in the good footsteps of my friend Jo
Ann Emerson and also the late Bill
Emerson. Thank you all very much,
and I look forward to working with
you.

———
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(d) of
rule XX, the Chair announces to the
House that, in light of the administra-
tion of the oath to the gentleman from
Missouri, the whole number of the
House is now 435.

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2014

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 243 and rule XVIII, the
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Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2217.

Will the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) kindly assume the
chair.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2217) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014,
and for other purposes, with Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN (Acting Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GARCIA) had
been disposed of, and the bill had been
read through page 41, line 2.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DEUTCH

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTCH)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, this will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 232,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 198]

AYES—190
Amash Costa Hahn
Andrews Courtney Hanabusa
Bachus Crowley Hastings (FL)
Bass Cummings Heck (WA)
Beatty Davis (CA) Higgins
Becerra Davis, Danny Himes
B_era (CA) DeFazio Hinojosa
B}shup (GA) DeGette Honda
Bishop (NY) Delaney Horsford
Blumex}a'uer DeLauro Hoyer
Bonamici DelBene Huffman
Brady (PA) Deutch Israel
Braley (IA) Dingell Jeffries
Brown (FL) Doggett Johnson (GA)
Brownley (CA) Doyle Johnson. E. B
Bustos Duckworth Kaptur T
Butterfield Edwards Keating
Capps Ellison Kolly (IL
Capuano Enyart elly dL)
Cardenas Eshoo Kgnnedy
Carney Esty Kudee
Carson (IN) Farr Kilmer
Cartwright Fattah Kind
Castor (FL) Foster Kuster
Castro (TX) Frankel (FL) Langevin
Chu Fudge Larsen (WA)
Cicilline Gabbard Larson (CT)
Clarke Gallego Lee (CA)
Clay Garcia Levin
Cleaver Gibson Lewis
Clyburn Grayson Loebsack
Cohen Green, Gene Lofgren
Conyers Grijalva Lowenthal
Cooper Gutierrez Lowey
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Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney, Sean
Marino
Massie
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell

Aderholt
Alexander
Amodei
Bachmann
Barber
Barletta
Barr
Barrow (GA)
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Connolly
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry

Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanford
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David

NOES—232

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Joyce

Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marchant
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
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Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Valadao
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Petri
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Radel
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema

Smith (MO) Tipton Williams
Smith (NE) Turner Wilson (SC)
Smith (NJ) Upton Wittman
Smith (TX) Wagner Wolf
Southerland Walberg Womack
Stewart Walden Woodall
Stivers Walorski Yoder
Stockman Weber (TX) Yoho
Terry Webster (FL) Young (AK)
Thompson (PA) Wenstrup
Thornberry Westmoreland Young (FL)
Tiberi Whitfield Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—12
Campbell Maloney, Pittenger
Engel Carolyn Stutzman
Green, Al Markey Watt
Holt McCarthy (NY)
Jackson Lee McKeon
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, | was attending
the funeral of our late Senate colleague Frank
Lautenberg earlier today in New York City. |
missed several rollcall votes on amendments
to this bill. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yes” on the Moore amendment (rollcall
No. 194), “yes” on the Polis amendment (roll-
call No. 195), “yes” on the Heck amendment
(rollcall No. 196), “yes” on the Garcia amend-
ment (rollcall No. 197), and “yes” on the
Deutch amendment (rollcall No. 198).

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair,
today | was unavoidably detained and missed
the following votes. | ask for unanimous con-
sent to have the following inserted into the
RECORD:

1. Moore Amendment to H.R. 2217—De-
partment of Homeland Security Appropriations
Act. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yes” on this bill.

2. Polis/Chu/Cardenas Amendment to H.R.
2217—Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes” on this bill.

3. Heck/Horsford Amendment to H.R.
2217—Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act. Had | been present, | would
have voted “no” on this bill.

4. Garcia Amendment to H.R. 2217—De-
partment of Homeland Security Appropriations
Act. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yes” on this bill.

5. Deutch/Foster Amendment to H.R.
2217—Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes” on this bill.
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Ms. DUCKWORTH. Madam Chair, I
move to strike the last word for the
purpose of a colloquy.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. A few days ago, a
new report by the Department of
Homeland Security Inspector General
made recommendations that could save
taxpayers $126 million and improve
border security.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity uses 62 H-60 helicopters, operated
by the Coast Guard and the Customs
and Border Protection agencies, for
mission support, primarily for law en-
forcement and search and rescue mis-
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sions. These aircraft are being con-
verted to add 15 years of additional
operational life.

The report found that while the
Coast Guard properly managed its con-
version program, a similar conversion
program at Customs and Border Pro-
tection led to significant cost overruns
and delays that could ground as many
as nine of the helicopters beginning in
2014. The IG made what I think is a
very good recommendation—have the
Coast Guard Aviation Logistics Center
conduct the remaining Customs and
Border Protection H-60 conversions.
According to the IG, the Coast Guard
could convert the remaining heli-
copters much faster and at a lower
price tag than CBP. This could save the
Department of Homeland Security
about $126 million and speed up the
time that the aircraft would be oper-
ational and patrolling our borders by 7
years.

I was disappointed to hear that rath-
er than implementing this common-
sense taxpayer-dollar-saving rec-
ommendation in this time of scarce re-
sources, the Department of Homeland
Security is choosing instead to conduct
a cost-benefit analysis. I think this
delay is unnecessary. At a time when
the Department of Homeland Security
law enforcement personnel are facing
furloughs, this is a missed opportunity
to save precious funds and to meet the
critical goal of improving our border
security.

Mr. DENT. Will the gentlelady yield?

Ms. DUCKWORTH. I yield to the
chairman.

Mr. DENT. I appreciate the gentle-
lady bringing the IG report to our at-
tention. As Ranking Member PRICE can
attest, the committee has a long, bi-
partisan history supporting robust
funding for the H-60 conversions. In
fact, the bill includes funds sufficient
to completely recap two H-60 heli-
copters. Though I am aware CBP has
some reservations about conclusions in
the IG report, I am a proponent of not
paying top dollar when it is not nec-
essary. Consequently, I would like to
have an opportunity to dig into these
claims before drawing any particular
conclusions.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Will
the gentlelady yield?

Ms. DUCKWORTH. I yield to the
ranking member.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I would
like to express my agreement with
what Mr. DENT just said. These aircraft
are absolutely vital for mission success
for Border Patrol agents and air and
marine personnel. If there are better,
faster, cheaper ways to make these
conversions, we need to know about
them.

Mr. DENT. Will the gentlelady yield?

Ms. DUCKWORTH. I yield to our
chairman.

Mr. DENT. Again, I thank the gentle-
lady for raising this issue. Clearly she
has some personal experience flying
these aircraft, and I'm grateful for her
service.
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Ms. DUCKWORTH. I thank the chair-
man and the ranking member for your
attention to this matter, and I hope
that we can work together to ensure
that management of this program is
improved.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Chair, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Chair,
let me first begin by thanking the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
ranking member for their leadership on
this committee. I've watched you over
the years, and the two of you work to-
gether so well, and I thank you so very
much.

Over the years, I have led an effort
here in the House to recognize a group
of Americans who served our country
during World War II. We refer to them
as the merchant marines. They have
not been properly recognized for their
service, and I'm very sad about that.
We are quickly running out of time to
recognize the few remaining Americans
that stood up for our country by serv-
ing as merchant marines when our
country needed them the most during
World War II.

Without weapons or formal training,
many risked their lives; and, trag-
ically, too many gave their lives in de-
fense of our great Nation during the
Second World War. For those who are
still living, we must not let their ef-
forts go unrecognized while we still
have a chance.

The recent passing of Senator Lau-
tenberg earlier this week, the last re-
maining World War II veteran in the
Senate, is a strong reminder that our
time is running out to recognize those
who are lesser known but still contrib-
uted significantly to the World War II
effort. Few have given more to this
country than Senator Lautenberg, and
I pray that his family has peace in the
weeks and months to come. He will be
missed.

Because I believe that it is only fair
to recognize merchant marines who
served during this war, I reintroduced
H.R. 1288, the WW II Merchant Mariner
Service Act. To date, I have been
joined by 81 of my colleagues from both
sides of the aisle in support of this bill,
and I encourage all of my colleagues to
cosponsor this legislation that costs
nearly nothing.

This bill would award veteran status
and limited benefits to a segment of
the World War II merchant marines
that has gone unrecognized. These men
and women operated tug boats and
barges in the territorial seas of the
United States transporting raw mate-
rials, weapons, and troops that sus-
tained the war effort. Though most of
these individuals operated domesti-
cally, their duties were not without
risk.

A tugboat, the Menominee, was sunk
by a German U-boat on March 31, 1942,
about 9 miles off the coast of Virginia,
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causing the death of 16 of the 18 mari-
ners that served aboard.

I acknowledge that a point of order
would be raised if I were to offer this
legislation as an amendment today.
However, the legislation before us does
address funding that is utilized in the
support of our Coast Guard and mer-
chant marines, and I could not forgo
the opportunity to address the dire
need to rightly recognize the efforts of
these individuals before it’s too late.

I thank you and my colleagues for al-
lowing me time to speak on this very
important issue. I strongly encourage
my colleagues to join me in cospon-
soring H.R. 1288 and in passing the leg-
islation so these remaining Americans
can gain the recognition they deserve.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HUDSON. I move to strike the
last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HUDSON. Madam Chair, I rise to
bring attention to an issue of critical
importance regarding our national se-
curity. Our cyber and information war-
fare doctrines do not pay enough atten-
tion to the likelihood that adversaries
seeking to cripple United States crit-
ical infrastructure could quickly turn
to an EMP, electromagnetic pulse, at-
tack.

This Nation’s electrical grid is in-
credibly vulnerable and could be crip-
pled by such an attack. The resulting
blackout and EMP damage would
quickly move beyond the electric grid.
Other systems could collapse, leading
to a failure of other critical infrastruc-
tures, such as communications, trans-
portation, banking and finance, as well
as the transportation of food and
water. As I have traveled around my
district, I have heard from several con-
stituents and experts that see this
threat as ever-present.

While technology has made society
more efficient, it has also made us
more vulnerable by permeating nearly
every aspect of our culture that sus-
tains modern civilization and the lives
of millions.

The assessment that the U.S. is vul-
nerable to an EMP attack is based on
the work of the Congressional EMP
Commission that analyzed this threat
for nearly a decade from 2001 to 2008.
The Congressional Strategic Posture
Commission and several other U.S.
Government studies arrived at similar
conclusions and collectively represent
a scientific and strategic consensus
that nuclear EMP attacks upon the
United States are a very real threat.

I applaud Chairman ROGERS and the
Appropriations Committee for finding
ways to prioritize spending so that the
National Protection and Programs Di-
rectorate, along with similar programs,
are able to continue their necessary
work. I hope they will continue to en-
gage with academic institutions and
private organizations to find better,
more cost-effective solutions to pro-
tecting this Nation’s critical infra-
structure and our way of life.
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I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Chair, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Chair, I rise
to express my support for the Urban
Area Security Initiative Nonprofit Se-
curity Grant Program. The Nonprofit
Security Grant Program, administered
by the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, provides critical support
to nonprofit organizations at high risk
of terrorist attack.

This is not a theoretical threat. This
is a real threat.

For example, a string of anti-Semitic
hate crimes took place just 2 years ago
targeting synagogues in Bergen Coun-
ty, New Jersey, which I represent.
These heinous acts culminated in arson
when a fire bomb was thrown through
the window of an Orthodox Jewish tem-
ple, the residence of a rabbi, his wife,
his five children, and his father.
Thankfully, the rabbi and his family
escaped serious injury in this attack,
and local authorities have arrested the
suspects and are in the process of
bringing them to justice.
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Other events across the country have

shown the continuing need for these

grants as well. Last year, a gunman
killed six and wounded four in a mass

shooting at a Sikh temple in Oak
Creek, Wisconsin.
A security guard was tragically

killed several years ago at the Holo-
caust Museum here in Washington by a
Holocaust denier and White suprema-
cist. Crimes are not being investigated
by White supremacists in this country,
just as an aside thought.

These are just a handful of the exam-
ples showing the vulnerability of non-
profit organizations to attack.

The Nonprofit Security Grant Pro-
gram was designed precisely to allow
at-risk, nonprofit organizations such as
houses of worship and community cen-
ters to protect themselves from these
types of tragedies by acquiring and in-
stalling equipment to ensure against
potential attacks. These capital im-
provements include upgrading security
measures, such as installing alarms,
barriers, cameras, or controlled entry
systems.

In fiscal year 2011, the year during
which these terrible events took place
in Bergen County, the Nonprofit Secu-
rity Grant Program was allocated $19
million. For the past 2 years this
amount has been reduced by nearly
half, to $10 million, despite the ongoing
need for this assistance.

If we can’t protect our houses of wor-
ship, what can we protect?

The program is funded out of the De-
partment of Homeland Security’s State
and Local Programs account, and al-
lows the Secretary discretion to allo-
cate this funding as she sees fit, or he
sees fit, who’s ever there.

I call upon the Secretary to allocate
at least $15 million to the Nonprofit
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Security Grant Program as a step to-
wards restoring adequate funding to
this vital program. Although I hope
that we can bring this funding back to
the 2011 level and beyond, $15 million
should be the baseline level of funding
these vital programs.

I also believe that the Nonprofit Se-
curity Grant Program should receive
its own dedicated funding, rather than
competing with other important initia-
tives for a small share of the Depart-
ment’s State and Local Programs’ dol-
lars.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Nonprofit Security Grant Program in
order to ensure that these nonprofit or-
ganizations, which serve as the heart of
our communities, receive the protec-
tion they need.

Madam Chair, let me just add one
other thing, and that is, it reduces a
tremendous amount of anxiety at these
houses of worship—and I mentioned a
few religions here just now, but I can
cite others—reduces the anxiety of
being safe even where you sleep or even
where you worship.

Now, we had the right idea. This was
a bipartisan idea in 2010, 2011, and be-
fore that. Why can’t we do the right
thing?

It’s not that much money. It will
help a lot of institutions to protect
themselves, especially when you put in
a camera or the other things that I
mentioned. It makes people feel a lot
more relaxed and it reduces anxiety.

I hope that we can do this. I know,
Madam Chair, and I'm sorry if I'm ap-
pealing to you directly, which I am.
Madam Chair, you understand this pro-
gram very, very well. I would solicit
your support for this. And I think it’s
very important because it’s going to
stop terrorism in this form.

I mean, this gentleman was sleeping
with his family, the rabbi, and the
bomb came in through the window. It
was thrown up to the second floor and
exploded. I mean, can you imagine the
trauma for those children?

I apologize for directing my atten-
tion to you because you know about
these things, and I'm asking you to be
helpful to me.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE

GRANTS

For emergency management performance
grants, as authorized by the National Flood
Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.),
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et
seq.), the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act
of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), and Reorga-
nization Plan No. 3 of 1978 (b U.S.C. App.),
$350,000,000.

RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

PROGRAM

The aggregate charges assessed during fis-
cal year 2014, as authorized in title III of the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999
(42 U.S.C. 5196e), shall not be less than 100
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percent of the amounts anticipated by the
Department of Homeland Security necessary
for its radiological emergency preparedness
program for the next fiscal year: Provided,
That the methodology for assessment and
collection of fees shall be fair and equitable
and shall reflect costs of providing such serv-
ices, including administrative costs of col-
lecting such fees: Provided further, That fees
received under this heading shall be depos-
ited in this account as offsetting collections
and will become available for authorized pur-
poses on October 1, 2014, and remain avail-
able until September 30, 2016.

UNITED STATES FIRE ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the United
States Fire Administration and for other
purposes, as authorized by the Federal Fire
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C.
2201 et seq.) and the Homeland Security Act
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.), $42,162,000.

DISASTER RELIEF FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses in carrying out the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.),
$6,220,908,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $24,000,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Office of Inspector General for audits
and investigations related to disasters: Pro-
vided, That the Administrator of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency shall sub-
mit an expenditure plan to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate detailing the use of
the funds made available in this or any other
Act for disaster readiness and support not
later than 60 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act: Provided further, That the
Administrator shall submit to such Commit-
tees a quarterly report detailing obligations
against the expenditure plan and a justifica-
tion for any changes from the initial plan:
Provided further, That the Administrator
shall submit to such Committees the fol-
lowing reports, including a specific descrip-
tion of the methodology and the source data
used in developing such reports:

(1) An estimate of the following amounts
shall be submitted for the budget year at the
time that the President’s budget proposal for
fiscal year 2015 is submitted pursuant to sec-
tion 1105(a) of title 31, United States Code:

(A) The unobligated balance of funds to be
carried over from the prior fiscal year to the
budget year.

(B) The unobligated balance of funds to be
carried over from the budget year to the
budget year plus 1.

(C) The amount of obligations for non-cat-
astrophic events for the budget year.

(D) The amount of obligations for the
budget year for catastrophic events delin-
eated by event and by State.

(E) The total amount that has been pre-
viously obligated or will be required for cat-
astrophic events delineated by event and by
State for all prior years, the current year,
the budget year, the budget year plus 1, the
budget year plus 2, and the budget year plus
3 and beyond.

(F) The amount of previously obligated
funds that will be recovered for the budget
year.

(G) The amount that will be required for
obligations for emergencies, as described in
section 102(1) of the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5122(1)), major disasters, as de-
scribed in section 102(2) of the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122(2)), fire manage-
ment assistance grants, as described in sec-
tion 420 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42
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U.S.C. 5187), surge activities, and disaster
readiness and support activities.

(H) The amount required for activities not
covered under section 251(b)(2)(D)(iii) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

(2) An estimate or actual amounts, if avail-
able, of the following for the current fiscal
year shall be submitted not later than the
fifth day of each month, and shall be pub-
lished by the Administrator on the Agency’s
website not later than the eleventh day of
each month:

(A) A summary of the amount of appro-
priations made available by source, the
transfers executed, the previously allocated
funds recovered, and the commitments, allo-
cations, and obligations made.

(B) A table of disaster relief activity delin-
eated by month, including—

(i) the beginning and ending balances;

(ii) the total obligations to include
amounts obligated for fire assistance, emer-
gencies, surge, and disaster support activi-
ties;

(iii) the obligations for catastrophic events
delineated by event and by State; and

(iv) the amount of previously obligated
funds that are recovered.

(C) A summary of allocations, obligations,
and expenditures for catastrophic events de-
lineated by event.

(D) In addition, for a disaster declaration
related to Hurricane Sandy, the cost of the
following categories of spending: public as-
sistance, individual assistance, mitigation,
administrative, operations, and any other
relevant category (including emergency
measures and disaster resources).

(E) The date on which funds appropriated
will be exhausted.

Provided further, That the Administrator
shall publish on the Agency’s website not
later than 24 hours after an award of a public
assistance grant under section 406 of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5172) the spe-
cifics of the grant award: Provided further,
That for any mission assignment or mission
assignment task order to another Federal de-
partment or agency regarding a major dis-
aster, not later than 24 hours after the
issuance of the mission assignment or task
order, the Administrator shall publish on the
Agency’s website the following: the name of
the impacted State and the disaster declara-
tion for such State, the assigned agency, the
assistance requested, a description of the dis-
aster, the total cost estimate, and the
amount obligated: Provided further, That not
later than 10 days after the last day of each
month until the mission assignment or task
order is completed and closed out, the Ad-
ministrator shall update any changes to the
total cost estimate and the amount obli-
gated: Provided further, That of the amount
provided under this heading, $5,626,386,000 is
for major disasters declared pursuant to the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.):
Provided further, That the amount in the pre-
ceding proviso is designated by the Congress
as being for disaster relief pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

FLOOD HAZARD MAPPING AND RISK ANALYSIS
PROGRAM

For necessary expenses, including adminis-
trative costs, under section 1360 of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
4101) and under sections 100215, 100216, 100226,
100230, and 100246 of the Biggert-Waters
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public
Law 112-141, 126 Stat. 917), $95,202,000, and
such additional sums as may be provided by
State and local governments or other polit-
ical subdivisions for cost-shared mapping ac-
tivities under section 1360(f)(2) of such Act
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(42 U.S.C. 4101(H)(2)),
until expended.

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND

For activities under the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.),
the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42
U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), and the Biggert-Waters
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public
Law 112-141, 126 Stat. 916), $176,300,000, which
shall be derived from offsetting amounts col-
lected under section 1308(d) of the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
4015(d)); of which not to exceed $22,000,000
shall be available for salaries and expenses
associated with flood mitigation and flood
insurance operations; and not less than
$154,300,000 shall be available for flood plain
management and flood mapping, to remain
available until September 30, 2015: Provided,
That any additional fees collected pursuant
to section 1308(d) of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(d)) shall be
credited as an offsetting collection to this
account, to be available for flood plain man-
agement and flood mapping: Provided further,
That in fiscal year 2014, no funds shall be
available from the National Flood Insurance
Fund under section 1310 of that Act (42
U.S.C. 4017) in excess of:

(1) $132,000,000 for operating expenses;

(2) $1,152,000,000 for commissions and taxes
of agents;

(3) such sums as are necessary for interest
on Treasury borrowings; and

(4) $100,000,000, which shall remain avail-
able until expended, for flood mitigation ac-
tions under section 1366 of the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c):
Provided further, That the amounts collected
under section 102 of the Flood Disaster Pro-
tection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a) and sec-
tion 1366(e) of the National Flood Insurance
Act of 1968 shall be deposited in the National
Flood Insurance Fund to supplement other
amounts specified as available for section
1366 of the National Flood Insurance Act of
1968, notwithstanding subsection (f)(8) of
such section 102 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(f)(8)) and
subsection 1366(e) and paragraphs (2) and (3)
of section 1367(b) of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c(e),
4104d(b)(2)-(3)): Provided further, That total
administrative costs shall not exceed 4 per-
cent of the total appropriation.

NATIONAL PREDISASTER MITIGATION FUND

For the predisaster mitigation grant pro-
gram under section 203 of the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5133), $22,500,000 to re-
main available until expended.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER

To carry out the emergency food and shel-
ter program pursuant to title III of the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 11331 et seq.), $120,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That total administrative costs shall not ex-
ceed 3.5 percent of the total amount made
available under this heading.

TITLE IV

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
TRAINING, AND SERVICES
UNITED STATES CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION
SERVICES

For necessary expenses for citizenship and
immigration services, $114,213,000 for the E-
Verify Program, as described in section
403(a) of the Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8
U.S.C. 1324a note), to assist United States
employers with maintaining a legal work-
force: Provided, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, funds otherwise made
available to United States Citizenship and
Immigration Services may be used to ac-

to remain available
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quire, operate, equip, and dispose of up to 5
vehicles, for replacement only, for areas
where the Administrator of General Services
does not provide vehicles for lease: Provided
further, That the Director of United States
Citizenship and Immigration Services may
authorize employees who are assigned to
those areas to use such vehicles to travel be-
tween the employees’ residences and places
of employment.
FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Law
Enforcement Training Center, including ma-
terials and support costs of Federal law en-
forcement basic training; the purchase of not
to exceed 117 vehicles for police-type use and
hire of passenger motor vehicles; expenses
for student athletic and related activities;
the conduct of and participation in firearms
matches and presentation of awards; public
awareness and enhancement of community
support of law enforcement training; room
and board for student interns; a flat monthly
reimbursement to employees authorized to
use personal mobile phones for official du-
ties; and services as authorized by section
3109 of title 5, United States Code;
$227,845,000; of which $300,000 shall remain
available until expended to be distributed to
Federal law enforcement agencies for ex-
penses incurred participating in training ac-
creditation; and of which not to exceed $9,180
shall be for official reception and representa-
tion expenses: Provided, That the Center is
authorized to obligate funds in anticipation
of reimbursements from agencies receiving
training sponsored by the Center, except
that total obligations at the end of the fiscal
year shall not exceed total budgetary re-
sources available at the end of the fiscal
year: Provided further, That section 1202(a) of
Public Law 107-206 (42 U.S.C. 3771 note), as
amended under this heading in division D of
Public Law 113-6 is further amended by strik-
ing ‘“‘December 31, 2015 and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2016°’: Provided further, That the
Director of the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center shall schedule basic or ad-
vanced law enforcement training, or both, at
all four training facilities under the control
of the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center to ensure that such training facilities
are operated at the highest capacity
throughout the fiscal year: Provided further,
That the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Accreditation Board, including representa-
tives from the Federal law enforcement com-
munity and non-Federal accreditation ex-
perts involved in law enforcement training,
shall lead the Federal law enforcement
training accreditation process to continue
the implementation of measuring and assess-
ing the quality and effectiveness of Federal
law enforcement training programs, facili-
ties, and instructors.

Mr. DENT (during the reading).
Madam Chair, I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the bill through
page 52, line 19, be considered as read,
printed in the RECORD, and open to
amendment at any point.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. Are there any
amendments to that section?

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
ACQUISITIONS, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,
AND RELATED EXPENSES

For acquisition of necessary additional
real property and facilities, construction,

June 5, 2013

and ongoing maintenance, facility improve-
ments, and related expenses of the Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center,
$30,885,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2018: Provided, That the Center is
authorized to accept reimbursement to this
appropriation from government agencies re-
questing the construction of special use fa-
cilities.
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Office of
the Under Secretary for Science and Tech-
nology and for management and administra-
tion of programs and activities as authorized
by title III of the Homeland Security Act of
2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.), $129,000,000: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $7,650 shall be for
official reception and representation ex-
penses: Provided further, That the Secretary
of Homeland Security shall submit to the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and the House of Representatives, at the
time that the President’s budget proposal for
fiscal year 2015 is submitted pursuant to sec-
tion 1105(a) of title 31, United States Code, a
report outlining reforms to research and de-
velopment programs, as specified in the ac-
companying report.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, ACQUISITION, AND

OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for science and
technology research, including advanced re-
search projects, development, test and eval-
uation, acquisition, and operations as au-
thorized by title III of the Homeland Secu-
rity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.), and the
purchase or lease of not to exceed 5 vehicles,
$1,096,488,000; of which $548,703,000 shall re-
main available until September 30, 2016; and
of which $547,785,000 shall remain available
until September 30, 2018, solely for operation
and construction of laboratory facilities:
Provided, That of the funds provided for the
operation and construction of laboratory fa-
cilities under this heading, $404,000,000 shall
be for construction of the National Bio- and
Agro-defense Facility.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BISHOP OF NEW

YORK

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 54, line 3, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $404,000,000)’.

Page 54, line 9, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $404,000,000)"".

Page 93, line 9, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $404,000,000)".

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Madam
Chair, my amendment is very simple.
It strikes the $404 million included for
the National Bio- and Agro-Defense Fa-
cility, known as NBAF, planned for
Manhattan, Kansas, and uses those
funds to reduce the deficit.

I continue to voice two vitally impor-
tant concerns with NBAF: safety and
cost. As many have noted in the past,
putting a laboratory that will study
the most virulent and harmful animal
diseases known in the heart of cattle
country, and in an area that is the fre-
quent victim of violent tornados, is a
needless risk to an $80 billion a year in-
dustry, especially when the safety of
that lab is still in question.
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While supporters of this project will
testify to NBAF’s safety, this claim is
not supported by the two risk evalua-
tions conducted by the National Acad-
emy of Science’s research arm, the Na-
tional Research Council. These risk
evaluations studied site-specific assess-
ments conducted by the Department of
Homeland Security.

In its review of DHS’ first study, the
NRC found that the risk of foot-and-
mouth disease released in the Nation’s
heartland was 70 percent, 70 percent
over a 50-year period. Furthermore, the
cost of a release of foot-and-mouth dis-
ease is estimated at between $9 billion
and $50 billion.

In June 2012, the NRC found that the
Department’s second risk assessment
relied on ‘‘questionable and inappro-
priate assumptions’ in calculating risk
to determine that NBAF posed near
non-existent safety risks to sur-
rounding areas. The same report could
not verify DHS’ results due to the
“methods and data being unevenly or
poorly presented.”

If the Department’s own safety as-
sessments throw into question the safe-
ty and security of this new facility,
how can we be certain that a billion-
dollar project will not pose significant
security threats to Americans living
nearby? The NRC findings are not a re-
sounding endorsement, by any stretch.

In addition to these significant safe-
ty concerns, NBAF’s cost is alarming.
Initially, $4561 million was budgeted for
its construction. Today the pricetag is
a staggering $1 billion.

It can hardly be considered fiscally
responsible to spend more than double
the initial amount to build a massive
research facility only to duplicate re-
search activities currently performed
by other existing facilities. More cost-
effective solutions must be considered
to meet the Nation’s agro-defense re-
search needs, including the expansion
of existing facilities around the coun-
try.

Alternative options to NBAF do
exist. A July 2012 NRC study looked at
three separate futures for the Nation’s
biosecurity needs and clearly dem-
onstrates that, even without NBAF as
currently designed, those needs can be
adequately filled by existing facilities.

Specifically, one option includes con-
tinuing the exemplary work already
being conducted at the Plum Island
Animal Disease Center, while
leveraging out the BSL-4 functions to
other existing facilities.
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This option would represent a signifi-
cant savings, while ensuring that cur-
rent research needs are met. The NRC’s
studies reaffirmed my concerns, as well
as the concerns of many in the agricul-
tural community, that the unknowns
are too many, the risks are too great,
and the pricetag too high to justify
going forward with construction at this
time.

Let me close with this. This NBAF
project is a boondoggle. We don’t even

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

have a shovel in the ground yet and al-
ready the cost has gone up by 250 per-
cent. It is not needed. A very reputable
organization, that is to say, the NRC,
has asserted a perfectly reasonable and
vastly less expensive alternative exists.
We have scores and scores of infra-
structure needs much, much more ur-
gent that we are not addressing.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on this amendment, support my
amendment, and reduce our deficit by
$404 million.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DENT. Madam Chair, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DENT. Madam Chairman, I do
rise in opposition to this amendment.
I'm certainly sympathetic with the
predicament of the gentleman from
New York—and he’s doing his best to
represent his district—but this amend-
ment would cut funding for the Na-
tional Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility,
or the NBAF, in Manhattan, Kansas, an
essential research center for human
and animal pathogens, by $404 million
and increase funding for research, de-
velopment, and innovation by an equiv-
alent amount.

The bill has already cut funding by
$310 million from the President’s re-
quest of $714 million. The amount pro-
vided in the bill—$404 million—is the
amount needed in order to obtain the
Kansas cost share and begin construc-
tion. I believe Kansas is prepared to
offer $202 million in support of this
project.

Again, while I understand the gentle-
man’s local district concern—and he’s
a strong advocate for his district—this
amendment is in fact shortsighted.
This horse is already out of the barn,
so to speak. We have an immediate
need to build up our capacity for re-
search into pathogens that afflict ani-
mals in our food chain and, by exten-
sion, human beings. The Under Sec-
retary for DHS Science and Technology
herself has testified the threat of bio-
logical attack through our large and
vulnerable food chain is a top priority.
She has confirmed that NBAF is re-
quired to meet this threat. She’s also
testified that Plum Island, which is in
the gentleman’s district, of course,
cannot meet this need. Yet this amend-
ment would freeze this effort. The
amendment would stall a program
needed to address a serious, known
risk.

I urge opposition to the amendment.
We need to get this facility up and run-
ning in Kansas.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by my friend from New York that
would eliminate funding in the bill for
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constructing the National Bio- and
Agro-Defense Facility, or NBAF. I sup-
ported a similar amendment offered by
the gentleman last year, but the cir-
cumstances, I believe, have changed de-
cisively.

Last year, the administration did not
request funding for NBAF for fiscal
2013. We were still waiting on the re-
sults of a National Academy of
Sciences review of options for meeting
the Nation’s animal disease research
needs and on the result of a separate
NAS review of the Department’s up-
dated risk assessments for NBAF.

Last June, NAS released a report on
DHS’ updated risk assessment con-
cluding that the Department had made
substantial improvements compared to
its first risk assessment and that the
so-called 65 percent design phase plans
for the facility itself appear to be
sound and conform with international
standards.

Further, last July, a separate Na-
tional Academy of Sciences report
made clear that the existing animal
disease research facility on Plum Is-
land is not an option for meeting the
Nation’s needs and that a new facility
with a BSL-4 laboratory is required.
This is precisely the capability that
the new NBAF facility will provide.

The two studies also made clear that
critical work must continue. Notably,
the National Academy of Sciences’ re-
view determined that the Department
had likely underestimated some types
of risk while overestimating others.
The Department disputes some of these
assessments. But even acknowledging
that DHS must continue to improve its
risk methodology and response plan-
ning before the NBAF facility becomes
fully operational, we should not wait
any longer to begin constructing the
new facility, which we know now is se-
curely and safely designed. The longer
we wait, the more costly its construc-
tion will be and the more costly it will
be to continue to maintain the Plum
Island facility. We also must consider
the cost of further delaying the avail-
ability of a Biosafety Level 4 facility,
which the NAS, DHS, and other stake-
holders are fully convinced we need.

So I believe the funding provided in
the appropriations bill is timely and
needed, and I urge Members to oppose
the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JENKINS. Madam Chair, I move
to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Kansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. JENKINS. After an exhaustive
review, the Department of Homeland
Security chose Manhattan, Kansas, as
the site for the new BSL-4 National
Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility. This
will be the only such facility capable of
researching 1large animals in the
United States. The construction of this
cutting-edge facility must move for-
ward quickly so we can safely conduct
critical research to develop vaccines
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and countermeasures in order to pro-
tect the public and our livestock from
the threats of devastating diseases.

Not only will the NBAF accelerate
America’s ability to protect ourselves,
our food supply, and the agriculture
economy from biological threats, it
will also be the world’s premier animal
health research facility and further so-
lidify our Nation’s place as the inter-
national leader in animal health. The
NBAF is needed to replace the obsolete
and increasingly expensive Plum Island
Animal Disease Center. This lab was
built in the 1950s and has reached the
end of its life. The facility does not
contain the necessary biosafety level
to meet the NBAF research require-
ments—and it never will. Any attempts
to upgrade Plum Island would cost
more than building the NBAF.

Currently, we don’t have the ability
to research the effects of disease on
large animals, such as foot-and-mouth
disease, African swine fever, and Rift
Valley fever, at any facility in the
United States, nor can we rely on
international partners for our own se-
curity needs. The NBAF project has a
history of broad-based support. DHS,
under both the Bush and Obama admin-
istrations, and the House Appropria-
tions Committee, under both Democrat
and Republican leadership, have made
it clear time and time again that our
country needs the NBAF. And the best
place is in Manhattan, Kansas.

The President’s budget includes $714
million, which would complete con-
struction. And while I prefer that this
bill include that figure, Chairman CAR-
TER has responsibly included sufficient
funding for this fiscal year of $404 mil-
lion. Construction on this facility has
already begun, and Congress has al-
ready appropriated $127.5 million and
the State of Kansas and the city of
Manhattan have already committed
more than $200 million towards the
project. These dollars show a strong
commitment at both the Federal,
State, and local levels.

Our Nation’s food supply cannot sus-
tain another delay. We need to protect
our food and our families from danger.
We need to stay on the cutting edge of
this research field. Our security is at
risk. Delaying this project any further
is not an option. We need NBAF.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this destructive amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HUELSKAMP. Madam Chair, I
move to strike the last word.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Kansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HUELSKAMP. I appreciate the
opportunity to speak on the topic of
NBAF. As has been mentioned by my
colleague from Kansas, currently in
the United States there is not a single
research facility that is able to con-
duct research at Biosafety Level 4.

The NBAF facility being discussed
here today and that would be funded in
this particular bill will provide critical
research in areas, again, that are not
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able to be researched currently in this
country—things such as African swine
fever, Rift Valley fever, the Nipah
virus, and the Hendra virus.
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I repeat. We currently, as a country,
without this facility, are required to
outsource this particular research to
other countries.

As a Kansas farmer and rancher, I
recognize the critical damage that
would be done to our livestock indus-
tries if we do not proceed forth with
construction of NBAF.

Indeed, shovels are being turned in
Manhattan, Kansas, today. The central
utility plant that is related to this,
construction is proceeding underway.
The State of Kansas has agreed to pay
a substantial sum to assist for the cost
of construction of this facility.

And, as was indicated earlier, the
current facility that served for over 50
years is aging at Plum Island and needs
to be replaced. The Manhattan, Kansas,
site was selected by a panel of more
than 25 scientists. DHS and USDA ex-
perts agree this is the best place to
build NBAF and provide the critical re-
search that is necessary not just to
protect the outbreak of foreign animal
diseases that might be accidental, but
to protect America and our livestock
industries from mass destruction from
terrorism and numerous other attacks
that could use these particular foreign
animal diseases and other things.

One other connection I will note:
these are diseases that in many cases
not only impact the livestock indus-
tries, but are zoonotic and can impact
humans. This research needs to be
done. We need to continue with con-
struction in order to protect our live-
stock and our human health in this
country.

I yield back the balance of my time,
Madam Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BISHOP).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Madam
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York will be
postponed.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

DOMESTIC NUCLEAR DETECTION OFFICE
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Domestic
Nuclear Detection Office, as authorized by
title XIX of the Homeland Security Act of
2002 (6 U.S.C. 591 et seq.), for management
and administration of programs and activi-
ties, $37,3563,000: Provided, That not to exceed
$2,250 shall be for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses: Provided further, That
not later than 60 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Home-
land Security shall submit to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives a strategic plan of
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investments necessary to implement the De-
partment of Homeland Security’s respon-
sibilities under the domestic component of
the global nuclear detection architecture
that shall:

(1) define the role and responsibilities of
each Departmental component in support of
the domestic detection architecture, includ-
ing any existing or planned programs to pre-
screen cargo or conveyances overseas;

(2) identify and describe the specific in-
vestments being made by each Departmental
component in fiscal year 2014 and planned for
fiscal year 2015 to support the domestic ar-
chitecture and the security of sea, land, and
air pathways into the United States;

(3) describe the investments necessary to
close known vulnerabilities and gaps, includ-
ing associated costs and timeframes, and es-
timates of feasibility and cost effectiveness;
and

(4) explain how the Department’s research
and development funding is furthering the
implementation of the domestic nuclear de-
tection architecture, including specific in-
vestments planned for each of fiscal years
2014 and 2015.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for radiological and
nuclear research, development, testing, eval-
uation, and operations, $211,210,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2015.

SYSTEMS ACQUISITION

For expenses for the Domestic Nuclear De-
tection Office acquisition and deployment of
radiological detection systems in accordance
with the global nuclear detection architec-
ture, $42,600,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2016.

TITLE V
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 501. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 502. Subject to the requirements of
section 503 of this Act, the unexpended bal-
ances of prior appropriations provided for ac-
tivities in this Act may be transferred to ap-
propriation accounts for such activities es-
tablished pursuant to this Act, may be
merged with funds in the applicable estab-
lished accounts, and thereafter may be ac-
counted for as one fund for the same time pe-
riod as originally enacted.

SEC. 503. (a) None of the funds provided by
this Act, provided by previous appropriations
Acts to the agencies in or transferred to the
Department of Homeland Security that re-
main available for obligation or expenditure
in fiscal year 2014, or provided from any ac-
counts in the Treasury of the United States
derived by the collection of fees available to
the agencies funded by this Act, shall be
available for obligation or expenditure
through a reprogramming of funds that:

(1) creates a new program, project, or ac-
tivity;

(2) eliminates a program, project, office, or
activity;

(3) increases funds for any program,
project, or activity for which funds have
been denied or restricted by the Congress;

(4) proposes to use funds directed for a spe-
cific activity by either of the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate or the House of
Representatives for a different purpose; or

(5) contracts out any function or activity
for which funding levels were requested for
Federal full-time equivalents in the object
classification tables contained in the fiscal
year 2014 Budget Appendix for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, as modified by
the report accompanying this Act, unless the
Committees on Appropriations of the Sen